The recent economic crises added fuel to the debate about the social impact of the teachings of economics and of management theory. After about 200 years of imitating the methods of the natural sciences and their thoroughly positivistic approach, and after decades of relegating any and all moral considerations to the margins of business theory, often belittling its tenets as not amenable to quantitative models, now, arguably, a paradigm shift is under way. We are seeing an ever stronger (re-)orientation of economic and business theory towards the social sciences and the humanities, and we are witnessing the return of qualitative methods and ethics to economics. In the wake of these developments, a new economic anthropology will be needed. Management education, having inched away from the homo economicusmodel for several years now, is about to cut loose fully from its former moorings in the mechanistic paradigm of the past. Instead of tracking the behavioralistic depictions of human behavior as a mere pursuit of profit-maximization, a new course has to be chartered.
In what follows, I argue that management theory should set sail towards the shores of a humanistic paradigm, centered on the idea of human dignity. To understand human agency we must penetrate the normative dimension of the human mind. Descriptions of economic behavior match reality only when they are observant to the moral prescriptions that inform said behavior. Not incidentally, therefore, philosophical reflections on human nature and values have been at the forefront of economic thinking for more than two thousand years, from ancient times up to the late 18 th century. This wisdom of the ages, I hold, we must not overlook. I will unfold this thesis in favor of a new management theory centered on the idea of human dignity in the following steps: (1) I investigate how in 19 th century the introduction of mechanistic models of human behavior, like the homo economicus-theorem, economic thinking impacted and impaired modern management education. (2) Then, in order to | 2 prepare the philosophical grounds for a future humanistic management education, I
will glean the central normative tenets of a humanistic ethics from the history of philosophy. (3) Last, I investigate the possible contributions of a more humanistic pedagogy, centered on the idea of human dignity, to reorienting education in today´s business schools.
From Description to Prescription: Homo Economicus and Human Nature
From "stone age economics" (Sahlins 1972) In an effort to become just as "scientific" as their colleagues in the natural sciences, economists of the late 1800s consciously began to sever their discipline from the social and political sciences and allied themselves with the methodological apparatus of physics and mathematics (Wieser 1884) . Essaying to analyze economic problems "purely", i.e., without resorting to extrinsic values or doctrines, ever more economists looked to the mathematical models of physics, especially mechanics, in search of a new paradigm (Walras 1909 ). John Stuart Mill (1806 -1873 , Auguste
Comte (1798-1857) and numerous others described economic structures as quasimechanical laws that could, ideally, be translated into the language of mathematics.
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While mathematical mechanics gave the new paradigm its formal aspect, utilitarianism contributed the material side, with the effect that the entire discipline of economics was now recast as a "mechanics of utility and self-interest" (Jevons 1871, p. 90) . Human behavior was increasingly seen as a natural phenomenon like any other, motivated by the forces of pain and pleasure, and open to empirical observation and technical manipulation. This view coincided, moreover, with a strong emphasis on self-interest as the main driver of human action, which Bentham believed to be "predominant over all other interests put together" (Bentham 1954, 421) .
In order to make utility theory fit for mathematical treatment, William Stanley
Jevons (1835-1882) changed Bentham"s definition of utility as a function of an (immaterial) increase in personal happiness into denoting "the abstract quality whereby an object serves our purpose, and becomes entitled to rank as a commodity" (Jevons 1871, 44-45) . This materialistic twist allowed him to "treat the Economy as a
Calculus of Pleasure and Pain" (ibid., VII). Freed from the intricacies of normative and qualitative evaluations, the vexing problem of societal utility optimization was translated into the simpler one of quantitative maximization. Later changes in the utility concept, such as Alfred Marshall"s move away from direct commodity consumption towards the indirect willingness to pay for goods (Marshall 1890), did not change too much in the outcome: Economics had turned (moral) concerns of "better" versus "worse" into a (technical) calculus of "more" over "less".
The Homo Economicus as a theoretical model of behavior
The homo economicus-model epitomizes like no other theorem the peculiarities and the flaws of the mechanistic approach to economic behavior. Any textbook definition of the homo economicus would do for our present purposes (Kirchgaessner 1991); but no less accurate and far more entertaining is the satirical depiction that Thorstein Veblen renders of this creature as that of a lightning calculator of pleasures and pains, who oscillates like a homogeneous globule of desire of happiness under the impulse of stimuli that shift him about the area, but leave him intact. He has neither antecedent nor consequent. He is an isolated, definitive human datum, in stable equilibrium except for the buffets of the impinging forces that displace him in one direction or another. Self-poised in elemental space, he spins symmetrically about his own spiritual axis until the parallelogram of forces | 4 bears down upon him, whereupon he follows the line of the resultant. When the force of the impact is spent, he comes to rest, a self-contained globule of desire as before. (Veblen 1898, 389) Hardly anyone has ever met one such homo economicus, and, of course, economists are quick to state that theirs is only a model for prognostic, not descriptive purposes. The economic man is not really real, we are told, but more like a myth that helps us decipher reality (Friedman 1953) . Belief in mythical beings is rarely wholly benign, however; and the use of "models that are highly artificial, seriously oversimplified, or blatantly false" (Cartwright, 2006, 239f.) should always be questioned. For the homo economicus-model invites us to respond to human reality in a peculiar way. When, on one hand, some aspects of reality, which can be used for its transformation (e.g., moral inclinations), are ignored, whereas, on the other, certain elements (e.g., material incentives) are being overemphasized, then the theorem is bound to become a "self-fulfilling prophecy" (Argyris 1973) . Theoretical gaffes thus prepare the path for practical blunders: Emphasizing pseudo-necessities and downplaying real freedoms, economic theory contributes to the decline of moral rationales in business affairs ).
Observations of actual markets and people -especially recent research in behavioral economics, the cognitive sciences and neuro-economics (Fehr et al. 2005 ) -have unanimously documented: Human decision-making proceeds constantly outside the homo economicus-model, both below its logic (i.e. based upon non-rational impulses) and above the same (i.e. driven by moral reasons superseding the conceptions of technical rationality within economics). The oft-lamented prognostic failures of the homo economicus-model are hence by no means incidental but instead indicative of its inadequacy to capture the contextualized richness, the internal complexity and especially the cognitive as well as cultural dimension of human economic agency (Brodbeck 2000) .
Still, notwithstanding its negligible explanatory merits, the homo economicusmodel holds a remarkably elevated status in economic pedagogy and management education because, in being amenable to a mathematical treatment, it complements the pseudo-scientific garb of contemporary management lore (Robinson 1962 Responsibility (Lantos et al. 2003) , while justifying (as incentives) the self-serving squandering of corporate resources.
In the 1980s and early 1990s, the academic vogue was to claim that managers had to violate the interests of shareholders and society. Deductions from the homo economicus-model ushered in such elaborate confusion: Since, according to its premises, managers, too, were but "maximizing agents", forever in pursuit of pecuniary gains, they ought to be expected always to act in a self-serving manner. In a world of strictly rational self-interest maximizers, what could stop managers ("agents") from violating their fiduciary responsibility towards the powerless business owners ("principals")? Such wayward "agents" can, after all, not comprehensively be monitored to keep their contractual promises to act in the best interest of their "principals", as maximum supervision creates maximum agency costs (Khurana 2007) .
The restoration of neoclassical orthodoxy was sought, and found, in tying the (supposedly solely selfish) interests of management to the (supposedly solely selfish) | 6
interests of shareholders (Jensen 1993) . Clinging to the behavioral assumptions of the homo economicus-model, notable economists promulgated that a compensation policy alone "that ties the CEO"s welfare to shareholder wealth" could help out (Jensen et al. 1990a) . CEOs "prefer to make more money than less" (Jensen et al. 1990b, 144-145) , we were informed, and when making corporate decisions, a manager, ever the old homo economicus, "compares only his private gain and cost from pursuing a particular activity" (Jensen et al. 1990a, 226 ; italics in the original). When CEOs underperform, we are consequently to make the assumption they had not been paid enough (Galbraith 2004 ). This salto mortale of micro-economic sanity was coupled with a macroeconomic partner. Each and all definitions of corporate "success" broader than bottomline gains (such as managerial attempts to maintain employment in times of crisis, to make sustained contributions to communities and to ameliorate environmental pressures) must be rejected as a creeping destruction of the rationality and efficiency in business (Sundaram et al. 2004) . "This is a serious problem", we are admonished, and in all earnest, because said "successes" might at times "come at the expense of shareholder value" (Jensen et al. 1990a, 252) .
With this conclusion, we have come full circle. After -first -reducing the scope of the discipline to mechanistic parameters, management theory -secondshifted the notion of corporate success from the satisfaction of the qualitative needs of society and consumers to the quantitative maximization of shareholder interests, which -third -were counterfactually (i.e., against the manifest evidence of ethical investment funds, ethically-oriented stockholder associations and moral initiatives by numerous individual shareholders), reduced from their multi-dimensional objectives to nothing but one-dimensional goals, i.e. pecuniary gains, in order to reject -fourtheach and every alternative economic purpose that either shareholders or the public might have to the extent that -fifth -corporate action in harmony with social interests could be dismissed as both irrational and illegitimate. give reason to hope that tomorrow´s economics will pay more heed to the real conditio humana.
Economic actions, to repeat, stem from human agents, who act from a concern for human welfare. This is why the mechanistic anthropology of economics must finally yield to a renewed concern for the interconnected dimensions of human life in relation with nature, society, and culture, with the historicity of human existence and the uncertainty and fluidity of human knowledge. The subjects that drive the economy are not animated maximization-algorithms but beings in deep and manifold relations with their socio-cultural contexts. By replacing the reductionist model of the fictional homo economicus with an economics based on the relational nature of the real conditio humana we can promote the theoretical as well as practical realization of responsible freedom on part of management. Since the possibility of humanistic management results from the human reality of business, by becoming more humane, economics stands to become more realistic and relevant too. Let us (re-)turn, therefore, to forms of economic thinking that take aim at human nature.
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From Prescription to Description: Human Dignity and Human Nature
For most economic philosophers throughout the ages, a normative approach to business, centered on ideas about human nature and its inherent needs, was predominant; the majority of economic authors throughout the ages pondered how conditions favorable to social welfare, personal well-being and moral betterment could be advanced by business and the economy. These qualitative ideals and pursuits were ultimately inspired and organized by the idea of human dignity which provided an overarching conceptual unity to the variegated normative goals of business and the economy. Thinkers from different times and cultural backgrounds have, however, seen human nature and human dignity in diverging ways. Lest contrasting understandings of these ideas lead to a vacuous or an arbitrary interpretation, the conceptual core of the idea of human dignity must be given clear contours. The idea of human dignity can only become operational (again) in business contexts and in management education, if
we prevent an excessively wide scope of meanings that would otherwise render us unable to identify certain policies as either in accord or in contrast with the idea of human dignity.
Yet how can human beings from different cultural backgrounds come to an agreement about the meaning and the content of the idea of human dignity, and an agreement at that, which is trenchant enough to facilitate concrete advice for managerial practice? Is there an overlapping consensus on human dignity capable of bridging all cultural divides? In order to answer these questions, I demonstrate in the following first how ancient philosophers established the idea of human dignity on a metaphysical basis (a), and how medieval thinkers then transformed their theories thereafter from a theological perspective (b). In a next step, I show how modern philosophers tried to rid themselves from both the theological and metaphysical premises, seeking positions based on critical self-analysis (c). This reconstruction will expound how the attribution of dignity changed over time; from antiquity, when only some humans were seen as worthy of dignity, via Christianity, which ascribed dignity | 10 to all humans as a result of divine creation, to, ultimately, the era of modernity, which attaches dignity to the individual freedom of each.
Antique Conceptions of Dignity
The conception of human nature, and the tension between its internal dignity and its external vulnerability, is unfolded in various metaphysical systems in Antiquity and the Middle Ages. Common to these positions is the effort to mark out the value intrinsic to human life by reflecting about what makes the human being special and through emphasizing how human capabilities differ from those of other life forms.
Plato and Aristotle, for example, saw in human rationality the hallmark of humanity. Whereas even highly developed animals are ordered about by their instincts, the human being alone seems to be able to transcend desires through deliberate decisions based upon ratiocination. Humans, thanks to the faculty of reason, can act against forces that dictate the life of animals. Human life also seems characterized by an ability to design and pursue a course of life different from the trajectory suggested by past existence, custom, and circumstance. Said ability even allows humans to cancel out the basic drive for survival, defending their rationally construed conceptions of the good life, if need be, by martyrdom or suicide. Therein, i.e. in the power to think and act otherwise than both contextually and instinctively suggested human beings draw on an intellectual realm of reality that patently functions by its own laws. This separate intellectual realm -is it the source of human dignity and its values?
Plato (427-347 BCE), in his theory of the ideas/forms, held that the human being participated intellectually to a higher or lesser degree in certain self-standing ideas or forms of thought that defined the nature of being and yielded a deeper and truer knowledge about life than the physical shapes and objects grasped by our senses.
While the latter were only describing the outside appearances of things (phenomena), the eye of the mind could penetrate further into the inner nature (noumena) of things, seeing their essential qualities. Instead of empirical observation, intellectual participation (methexis) in the pure notional ideas/forms brings us closest to the true nature of the things that surround us, Plato concluded. One acts the better, consequently, the deeper one understands the nature of both oneself and of the objects | 11 one has to deal with (Salkever 2009) . A perfectly good action depends on perfectly good knowledge, and hence the moral value of a human being is strongly related to his or her epistemic achievements.
The dignity of the human being in general is based upon its ability to live in the principled cognizance of ideas/forms; specific human beings attain their respective dignity to the extent that they live up to this ideal of a theoretical as well as practical excellence (Nussbaum 1998) . People, who fail to establish this elevated and stable form of knowledge (episteme), are governed not by their own insight but by an ever changing opinion (doxa) about the world, based all too often upon the likewise inadequate opinions of others. Theirs then is a life of uncontrollable vicissitudes, since the well from which they draw their orientation is poisoned by epistemic insecurity.
Only through surrendering to the superior knowledge of wise authorities can they lead lives without harm to themselves and others. The moral value of their existence depends on leadership through others. Without such guidance their existence will lack proper orientation and dignity. Aristotle, lack this capacity of purposive reasoning and rational self-mastery; women in general and men of inferior talents are to him "natural slaves" to those of higher developed faculties (NE 1149a5-12, Pol. 1254b5-1255a2, 1278b33-37, 1285a18-24) .
Their dignity is lesser than (and hence subject to) that of their natural masters (Ashley 1941 ).
In Plato just as well as in Aristotle, human dignity is thus predicated on the actual use human beings make of their rational capacities. Although the differences between Plato"s intellectualistic theory and Aristotle"s predilection for practical wisdom make for overall diverging ethics, both thinkers converge decidedly in their dim view of the intellectual talents (and thus the dignity) of the masses. Rational selfmastery was, in their eyes, an option only for few individuals; most people, especially the "barbarians" outside Greek culture, needed outwardly enforced discipline in their lives in order to lead a dignified life. The wise has to lead the unwise; if need be, against the latter"s will.
This decidedly anti-universal version of the pursuit of the good life changed markedly with the Roman promulgators of stoicism. Stoic philosophers fused Plato"s theory of methexis and Aristotle"s teleological approach into a comprehensive theory of natural law. According to the teachings of the Stoa, the world is permeated by universal laws that pre-structure each and all events in the universe. Just as physical occurrences in the outer world are dependent on natural laws, decisions in the inner world of animals and human beings are determined by laws of their respective nature.
As little as one can escape gravitation, one cannot escape the laws of one"s self. Yet we can use both the laws of gravitation as well as the laws of the human psyche for our purposes; we cannot, that is, work against but we can and should work with nature. To Herein we grasp a common thread in the Greek and Roman theories on dignity:
its conditional nature. While the Stoics broadened the scope of the term of dignity to include principally everyone, they agreed with Plato and Aristotle in its narrow factual application: dignity had to be earned. Whereas dignity, as a potential, lay within the nature of the human being as such, its actualization was seen as owed to contingent subjective achievements.
Christian Dignity Conceptions
The conditional aspect of the notion of human dignity was superseded by The human being as such is hence bestowed with a form of dignity that neither stems from, nor is dependent on human actions.
Describing the human being as a creature of God leads, in short, to the ascription of unconditional dignity and the prescription of social behavior that reflects respect for said dignity. Society must consequently be organized in support and defense of the human dignity of all. While scholastic authors affirmed Greek and Roman conceptions of dignity as concomitant to human rationality and the capacity it bestows on individuals to lead a life beyond reproach, they differed, however, in that said capacities were now expressly seen as bestowed upon all human beings by the Creator. And this proved to be a rather important change of emphasis.
Upon encountering South America, some scholars of the late 15 th and early 16 th century aimed to justify the subordination of its native inhabitants by Western nations, arguing these "savages" might well be considered "natural slaves" in the Aristotelian sense. While fully aligned with the vested interests of the time, this view did not prevail. Too strong proved the countervailing force of the better argument advanced by their opponents Fransico de Vitoria (1483-1546) and Bartolome de las Casas (1484-1566). They argued that since these natives were endowed with reason they had to be treated with the self-same dignity the Christians demanded for themselves (Hanke 1970) . While often demeaning and almost always paternalistic in its practical application, this approach for the first time extended the attribution of human dignity both universally and unconditionally. 
Modern Positions on Dignity
An attempt to arrive at a more independent foundation of human dignity was advanced by the Renaissance thinker Giovanni Pico della Mirandola (1463-1494). In his famous speech on the dignity of man (Oratio de hominis dignitate), he defended the dignity of the human being neither through a comparison with animal life, nor with
God. Instead he aimed to arrive at the ascription of dignity by a description of attributes germane to human life itself (Trinkaus 1999) . For Pico della Mirandola, the very feature that defined the nature of man lies in the fundamental self-definition of human existence. Each human being is, willingly or not, its own former and maker (plastes et fictor). Human beings must ultimately define for themselves who they aim to be.
Later, existentialist philosophers such as Jean-Paul Sartre (1905 -1980 expressed a similar viewpoint with the catchy formula that existence precedes essence, meaning that nothing but the actuality of human existence is able to define the nature of human life (McBride 1997) . Human beings cannot live without a (normative) selfimage; and from describing the humanity thus results ascribing to it an awesome power: to re-create itself according to its own prescriptive ideals. This turn from the essence to the existence of the human being, and from its given nature to its self- Human freedom, however, is not a chaotic deviation from the determining agency of natural causes. Rather, freedom realizes itself quite orderly, holds Kant, through an alignment of natural causes according to supervening (moral) concepts. It is the call of the moral law, which liberates us from natural inclination by making us free to steer a course towards moral ends. At the same time, the moral law holds us accountable, if we decide otherwise and allow ourselves to be ruled by determining factors of an immoral sort. In other words, through our ability to be moral, we gain freedom -both to be moral, and also, derivatively, to be immoral (Dierksmeier 1998).
Hence not arbitrary freedom of choice but our capacity for moral freedom must be seen as the true source of the unique status of the human being and its respective dignity.
Still, it is not factual moral obedience to the moral command that (conditionally) accounts for our dignity but rather the (unconditional) ability to said obedience, even when it does not materialize in moral actions. For Kant, every human being has dignity (Würde) -through being able to be moral -but only those who do, | 17 in fact, lead moral lives also deserve the praise of personal ethical value (Wert).
Consequently, we can and should distinguish between human beings who make an appropriate and an inappropriate use of their dignity, resulting in a more or less praiseworthy character. This twofold distinction enables us to reconcile the otherwise conflicting intuitions that, while we must respect the dignity of each, we should reserve qualified praise for those who lead lives beyond reproach.
Once this crucial distinction is made, we can proclaim that everyone should always be treated with dignity, while some may, in addition, deserve heightened esteem for their particular moral worthiness. While to pay particular homage to the latter remains a duty of individual morality, to be discharged by each upon discretion, general respect for human dignity can and should be organized in egalitarian forms, assured by legally sanctioned norms. Coercive laws, Kant argues, must safeguard human dignity against violations, as the respect we owe to human dignity attaches unconditionally to the human being; it is not conditioned upon the particular lives individuals lead. We need to respect and protect the dignity of human life even in those who, in our eyes, constantly make bad choices.
Respect for dignity means, consequently, respect for the capacity of the human being to define its own ends, ideally but not always actually, in the pursuit of a moral life. Hence Kant demands: "So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own person or in that of any other, in every case as an end withal, never as means only." (AA IV, 429) That means, we can treat others as means to our ends and serve them as means to theirs, provided that in each of these relations all are regarded and respected as subjects of self-defined purposes; as "end-in-themselves", as Kant puts it. In modern terms, we must never objectify persons because "[…] that which constitutes the condition under which alone anything can be an end in itself, this has not merely a relative worth, i.e., value, but an intrinsic worth, that is, dignity. Now morality is the condition under which alone a rational being can be an end-in-himself, since by this alone is it possible that he should be a legislating member in the kingdom of ends. Thus morality, and humanity as capable of it, is that which alone has dignity.
[…]" (AA IV, 433)"
The pledge to respect human dignity became and remains the bedrock for the modern architecture of interpersonal relations. According to Kant, every social | 18 activity, including business, must meet the moral demands this postulate entails (Dierksmeier 2011) .
Contemporary Challenges
Yet how can we make an inter-personally and inter-culturally valid use of ethical ideas such as the idea of unconditional human dignity in management education? In the present age of globalization, the multi-cultural premises of our social life demand academic theories capable of meeting postmodern and relativistic challenges to ethical rationales. How can this demand be answered? Which are the values that can provide normative guidance for the normative orientation of business across national and cultural divides?
Relativism versus Universalism
In 1948 
Procedural Humanism and Higher Education
How then shall we translate these demands into concrete guidance for a future Their debate on the purpose and methods of higher education inspired Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835) to design the renowned university concept that carries his name (Hübner 1983) .
At the core of these discussions was the distinction between a humanistic and functionalistic understanding of education (Weisz 2005) . Against conceiving of higher learning as a mere means to worldly success and thus reducing its value to its function for achieving material goals, the German philosophers located the true value of education in expressing human dignity, perfecting understanding, fostering empathy for and participation in the lives of others (Schiller 1790) . From this humanistic understanding of education followed the desire to integrate academic studies so that eventually each discipline would not only contribute to its own narrow field but also to the forming of better human beings and to the progress of human society at large. It was deemed imperative, for instance, that each and every academic subject honors the dignity of the free human mind by conveying to students the skills requisite for critical self-reflection and a moral comprehension of their respective discipline (Schelling and Ehrhardt 1974) . Such intellectual penetration and evaluation of the contribution of their studies to the whole of human society demanded from the students the development of critical reflective capacities. These they could only hone, it was argued, when self-guided, independent research became a central part of their schedules; hence Humboldt´s advocacy for the intrinsic unity of research and teaching (Spitta 2006; Wicke et al. 1997 ).
Today again, demands for an education that combines breadth and depth and parses sensitivity for moral concerns are being advanced (Benner 1990 gravitate around the attempt to employ the resources of business and business education in order to foster conditions for free human agency in pursuit of the good, while staying away from projects that block ethical advances or steer the human being away from self-realization in moral freedom (Bowie 1999) . Inspired by Kant"s notion of dignity, authors such as Amartya Sen reject the terminology of human capital or human resources (Sen 1985) , and recommend to reconceptualize business around human relations and human capabilities (Boselie 2010) . From their theoretical as well as practical role as passive objects, humans need to be reinstated in the system of economic interactions as its active subjects. Human beings must hence never be accounted for as mere cost factors or labor suppliers, i.e., secondary factors in an economy geared to primarily quantitative goals. Rather they need to be regarded as the primary qualitative objective of business.
If we rethink economic transactions fundamentally as human relations, we cannot but notice that human beings are truly what the economy ought to be concerned about first and foremost; business must throughout serve the goals of humanity, not vice versa. Some scholars advocate, consequently, a thoroughgoing turn towards stakeholder-models in business based upon Kantian respect for human autonomy (Evan and Freeman 1988) . They argue the best way to respect personal dignity is to involve people in the decisions that concern them. Those, who hold a stake in the dealings of a firm, should hence have a say in their decision-making. Yet beyond proclaiming stakeholder-democracy as requisite for the improvement of organizational behavior in the public realm as well as in the domains of business (Ellerman 1992) , we also need to translate the idea of human dignity and its inherent rights into sustainable procedures of collective action and decision-making that assure the active participation and, where impossible, at least the passive representation of all concerned (Turnbull 1994) . How organizations recruit and treat their employees or into how corporations deal with customers and the public (Greenwood 2002 , Maclagan 2003 , hinges, however, in large part on their conceptions of their stakeholders and hence on how business is being taught to future managers. As the intellectual realization of the importance of human dignity furthers or hinders its practical realization, a reorientation of management pedagogy towards qualitative and ethical considerations is needed in order to set into works the ethical turn in management education which, | 23 expressed in the Principles for Responsible Management Education (PRME), is since 2008 the pronounced objective of the world community.
Paramount to all such endeavours is, however, that no singular normative approach is being touted as the one and only dimension valid for each and every concern. At bottom not only of all economic practice but also of economic theory is and must remain the free human choice of what matters most (Dierksmeier 2003) .
Since the criteria we elect in order to evaluate economic goals rest ultimately on the indispensable foundation of human freedom, we must stay clear of a technocratic understanding of economics that beclouds the choices implicit in economic reality.
Instead, we ought to progress into a new era of democratic economics, where economic freedom becomes aware of itself and begins to make a self-reflective use of its capacity ever to suggest alternatives to the factual as well as epistemic status quo (Sen 1998 ).
Today"s research and teaching efforts should thus be directed towards finding and promoting better qualitative definitions of corporate and economic success. We must move away from past concerns for quantitative liberty (maximization of the freedom of choice, realized by a more-over-less attitude towards financial means) alone, towards more respect for qualitative liberty (optimization of liberty through the protection and promotion of socially and biologically sustainable freedoms) in business (Dierksmeier 2007) . For when an open discourse about the qualitative aims of society defines the quantitative goals of economic politics, academic management theory can help design and spread the appropriate parameters to advance in the direction of such goals (Lowe 1977) . Through the idea of qualitative freedom, we can provide management education with requisite normative tools that help students to employ quantitative methods in the service of qualitative evaluations arising from well-reasoned, circumspect, and balanced judgments on the pressing concerns of humanity . Instead of relegating ethical deliberations to CSR and business ethics courses at the margins of the curriculum, only by allowing said paradigm change to transform the entire realm of business theory can a renewed management education truly effect the social changes that so many today await from the impending era of humanistic management.
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